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— THE UNITED STATES
'_.‘n‘ V8.
-+~ Rahmat Ullah Jan
| Division = .. _
i

e

Docket No. (. g_BQ-:CR-_BPL

COMES NOwW__
presenting an offici
who was placeq on probation by the Hon
sitting in the court at _Tulsa
who fixed the period of prob
general terms and condition

A

ation supervision

orahle
—-— onthe 5th _ day of

United States Dintrict Coyet

FOR THE

Nnri:heru__nistrict of Oklahoms

F:' ﬁ ;-." . E:‘:f ﬁ_;}
J5C L Siver e

U. S, DISirict COURT

----—--.PROBATION OFFICER OF

de of probationer .Rahmat 11
--James 0, Ellison o .
.. May,

THE COURT
1llah Jan

- _19.80,

at ... _ » and imposed the

5 of probation thervtofore adopted by the court and ajso im

posed special con-
ditions and terms as follows

That the defendant leave the United States upon release from custody.

a4S requested that the Special condition of probation ordering him to
leave the United Stategs upon release from custody be vacated, On
July 9, 1980, the Court did vacate this special condition,

PRAYING THAT THE COURT WILI, ORDER

1. That the defendant'g probation be changed from inactive to active
Supervision, The defendant hag Slgned a waiver ctonsenting to thig
change,

2. That the defendant not be compelled to leave the United Statesg

ORDER OF COURT Respectfully,

Probation Officer

Place /7 5 /)4%(02('1&////;@5/

Date zaf/jS’S/,//EYO N

Considered and ordet_'ed this. ¥ _ -..day
of __ Cpudey A,_.h_19f<?_.and ordered filed
and mdde a“part of the records in the above
case,

S %M&a)(
U.‘, District Judge

FELMI—1g.(2 76-25M. 6333

Pe




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

/FELL;‘b

No. 76-CR-107
JUL 29 j981 2\”‘“

Jach & Sier Clary
, U. S DiSTRny qoee-

VS,

Johnathan Levi Lopez

Defendant.
ORDER

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proce&ure. On November 4,
1976, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
- of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a Four year special parole
:term was ilmposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a speéial parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v, United States, No, 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reasocn, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated,

It i8 so Ordered this /?_5, day o%’é/ , 1980
NP4 Y7 g /. éﬂﬁ _/:
« DALE COO

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

)
Plaintiff, ; .
~ ) Lo L
Vs, i No. 74-CR-80 ° }
Jim Zollie Johnson ; JUL 29 ion mﬁfp/
DG’fz"md‘mt‘ ) Jack C Steer Llerk
U, S DISTRIGT ey
ORDER

This case is before. the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
~ of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proceéure. On November 26,
1974 , the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a three year special parole
:term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy vioiation under
Section 846, Bifulco v, United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated,

It is so Ordered this ,{ii;zzf day of , 1980

7

4

Cﬁief Judge, U. S. District Court



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT GCOURT FOR THE f~ | {. [T

JUL 24 1980
Jack C. Silver, Clerk

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

D

UNITED STATES OF RICA
PR, 3 U, S. DISTRICT COURT
Plaintiff, ) N
)
VS ; No. 76-CR-53
Raymond E. Sprouse, ;
Defendant. )
ORDER

This case is before the Court on its own motion for

correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. On July 23,
1976 the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment

for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. 1In addition to the term
. of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a three year special parocle

;term was imposed upon the defendant, On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term

may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980) . |

For the foregoing reasom, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

iz
It is so Ordered this AZCZ day of July

» 1980

H, DA%E CG;%

Chief Judge, U. S, District Court



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE F1LED
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA
JUL 241380

Jack C. Silver, Clerk

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, _
g U. S. DISTRICT COURT
Plaintiff, )
) -
vS. ; No. 76-CR-53
Raymond E. Sprouse, ;
Defendant, )
ORDER

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant' 8 sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. On July 23,
1976» the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. 1In addition to the term
of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a three year special parole
;term was imposed upon the defendant., On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846. Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980) .

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated,

It is so Ordered thisg ,Zgz = day of July s 1980 ,

H, Di‘% Cﬁ:%

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court




=l LELD

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE ; .
< 4L 23

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA “J ) _ ;:;
Jack G fitoer Thepty g S
C WS DISTERT GooRr PR
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ) 0 -
Plaintiff, ) \
) ‘ X
Vs. ) Noi 74-CR-74
)
Sammy Risenhoover ) e
Defendant. -
) 3
wB
ORDER
This case is before the Court on its own motion for correction of .‘
e
the above-named defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35 of the Federal o
S£57.
Rules of Criminal Procedure. On July 26, 1974 , the above-named defendant '
was sentenced to a term of imprisomment for a conspiracy violation of |
Title 21, United States Code, Section 846, in Count I of the above-cited
case. In addition to the term of imprisomment imposed in Count I, a five- b
year special parole term was imposed upon said defendant. On June 16, 1980, ;’..,
the United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term may not be N
imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under Title 21, United States f
Code, Section 846. Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16, 1980). N
For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ORDERED that the special '
parole term heretofore imposed upon the above-named defendant in Count I of
the Indictment is hereby vacated.
IT IS SO ORDERED this Z2-2- day of July, 1980,
L
o M,
>
—

rd ‘ca{ . < . _ ¢
United States Distrief/ Judge 7 temi, .
port
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United States of America vs. | United g tes DiStl'iet Court for
L NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHCOMA .

DEFENDANT JOSEFPH ALEXANDER

e S -1 DOCKET NO. 3 | 80-CR-72-C

JUDGMENT =~ TR ATIOANS TV NOTITE T ST A0-245 [T

In the presence of the attorney for the government MONTH DAY YEAR
the defendant appeared in person on this date P 07 21 1980

GCOUNSEL L—.J WITHOUT COUNSEL However the court advised defendant of right to counsel and asked whether defendant desired to
have counsel appointed by the court and the defendant thereupon walved assistance of counsel,

%) WITHCOUNSEL t_ ___Q. B, Graham, court appointed _ _ __ _ _ _ _ ]

{Name of counset)

L—J GUILTY, and the court being satisfied that L JNOLO CONTENDERE, | x |NOT GUILTY
PLEA there is a factual basis for the plea,
— LX I NOT GUILTY. Defendant is discharged, his bond is
There being X0z /verdict of exonerated, and the Indictment
L__t GUILTY. is dismissed.

Pt ieneo i i bits -

Rt e i e e v e

FINDING& | pefandant is not guilty upom a verdict of not guilty, of the
WOGHENT (* offense of having violated Title 7, U.5.6., §2024(b), as
charged in the Indictment. o |

e
Frerconstaasiodmmhothorsoiemdant v ateanytring-40-saymisnymjudimont-shouldnot-bep rounsoth- 1000 S i S0 $0-310 G0N RNy
WA LM Oy o P it D, A b el a0t QUL LSt thin e eOd A L guilt e 25 Lhatged 20dconvictedaand. ardesed, thate The defeodaat is
) " : G 'I”nc.h"'l"'l ik fi A . for 2 pesiadal
SENTENCE
OR
PROBATION — =
ORDER F ! L i“.‘;. E_i
2191980
cos;s::#\olus : R MHETIICT GO
OF
PROBATION
ADDITIONAL ) . : . .
CONDITIONS In addition to the special conditions of probatien imposed above, it is hercby ordered that the general conditions of probation set out on the

reverse side of this judgment be imposed. The Court may change the conditions of prebation, reduce or extend the period of probation, and at
OF -} -any time during.the probation period or within 2 maximum probation period of five years permitted by law, may issue a warrant and revoke
PROBATION probation for z violation occurring during the probation period.

>The court orders commitment to the custody of the Attorney General and recommends, -
It is ordered that the Clerk deliver

a certified copy of this judgment
and commitment to the U.5. Mar-

C;Jé\::hgg r't\nn::T sha) br other qualified officer.
DATION - CERTIFIED AS A TRUE COPY ON

——*J' ' | . ) ..,"THI&.‘»‘_E)AT%&AQLH g\] 19 g0
SIGNED BY ’ /.:;u L S |

) f” R e N M-%:‘r«}@b
{

) CLERK

1 U.S. Maglstrate pate July 21, 1980 | 2~ ) DEPUTY
AD

U.S. District Judge



United States of America vs.

DEFENDANT

pockeT no. 3| 80-CR-B2~E I

PR TYA(5/75)

COUNSEL

PLEA

FINDING 8
JUDGMENT

-
T

SENTENCE
OR
PROBATION
ORDER

SPECIAL
CONDITIONS
OF
PROBATION

ADDITIONAL
CONDITIONS
OF
PROBATIGN

COMMITMENT
RECOMMEN-
DATICGN

& Section 1014, as charged in Counts 1,

>The court orders commitment to the custody of the Attorney General and recommends,

-

iIGNED BY

L) U.S. District Judge

1 ] U.S. Magistrate

In the presence of the attorney for the government
the defendant appeared in person an this date

MONTH

|

DAY

18

YEAR

80

L—J WITHOUT COUNSEL

However the court advised defendant of right to counsel and asked whether defendant desired to
have counsel appeointed by the court and the defendant thereupon waived assistance of counsel.

,Charles H. Froeb, Ct. Apptd. y

lx__l WIiTH COUNSEL

{Name of counsel)

&l GUILTY, and the court being satisfied that L | NOLO CONTENDERE, ! | NOT GUILTY.

there is a factual basis for the plea, ’-‘;’i?? R Ao
L.J NOT GUILTY. Defendant is discharged Jonl .
There being a finding&¥R& of % o e .
=) GUILTY. Lol g

Defendant has been convicted as charged of the offense(s) of having violated Title 18, U.S5.C.,.

2 and 3 of the Information.

The court asked whether defendant had anpything to say why judgment should not be pronounced. Because no sufficient cause to the contrary

was shown, or appeared to the court, the court adjudged the defendant guilty as charged and convicted and ordered
’ - A A 8, b s 13 eI R G T N SN Y B/

Counts 1,2&3 - The imposition of sentence is suspended and the
defendant is hereby placed on probation for a
period of FOUR (4) YEARS as to each count, counts
2 and 3 to run currently with count 1.

A SPECIAL COMDITION of probation is that the defendant make
restitution in the amount of $6,264.71, rayable ags determined
by the probation office.

In addition to the special conditions of probation im>osed above, it is hereby ordered that the general conditions of probation set out on the
reverse side of this judgment be imposed. The Court inay change the conditions of probation, reduce or extend the period of probation, and at
any time during the probation peried or within a maximum probation period of five years permitted by law, may issue a warrant and revoke
probation for a violation occurring during the probation period.

It is ordered that the Clerk deliver
a certified copy of this judgment
and commitment to the U5, Mar-
shal or other qualified officer.

CERTIFIED AS A TRUE COPY ON

Sl JAMES O, Eilrcos

THIS DATE

)

- b BY o .
James O Elliwon { )CLERK
7-18-80 |

Date { ) DEPUTY




e e e ——— — . —_— ! rr—— ——

United S{ tes Distriet Court sor

United States of America vs.

DEFENDANT MARVIE DALE PRAZEE
DOCKET NO. P | 75-CR-178-E H

JUDGMENT AND PROBATION/COMMITMENT ORDER .o 245 [FEER

In the presence of the attorney for the government MONTH DAY YEAR
the defendant appeared in person on this date P 7 18 80

COUNSEL l—.J WITHOUT COUNSEL However the court advised defendant of right to counsel and asked whether defendant desires to
have counsel appointed by the court and the defendant thercupon waived assistance of counsel.

¥iwitHcounser  _Phil Frazier, Ct. Appted. = J

g — — S} — — ——

{Name of counsel}

PLEA L.AJ GUILTY, and the court being satisfied that l | NOLO CONTENDERE, | } NOT GUILTY
LE there is a factual basis for the plea,

L—J NOT GUILTY. Defendant is discharged
There being a finding /A% of X

L s GUILTY.
|- Defendant has bepp convicted as charged of the offensels) of ;h_l![;vi'aq viklated Title 18, U.8.C.
FINDING & - L ﬁctton%fi(&). as charwdin the Indi.cmnt. ! ’
JUDGMENT S . - -
P i

Y The court asked whether defendant had anything to say why judgment shouid not be promounced. Because no sufficient cause to the contrary
was shown, or appeared to the court, the court adjudged the defendant guilty as charged and convicted and ordered that: The defendant is

hereby committed to the custody of the Attorney General or his authorized representative for imprisonment for a period of

TEN (16) YEARS.

SENTENCE

R IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the defendant may become eligible

PROBATION for parole at suckiitime as the Parole Commission may determine as
ORDER provided in T. 18, USC, Sec. 4205(b) (2)

o umir

SPECIAL
CONDITIONS
OF
PROBATION

ADDITIONAL . . . .o :

CONDITIONS in addition to the special conditions of probation imposed abave, it is hereby ordered that the general aonditions of probation set out on the

feverse side of this judgment be imposed. The Court may change the conditions of probation, reduce or extend the period of probation, and at

OF | any time during the probation period or within a ma<imum probation period of five years permitted by law, may issue a warrant and revoke
PROBATION probation for a violation occyrring durlng the probatien, period. . _ o

>The court orders commitment to the custody of the Attorney General and recommends, i _
placement at FCI, Englewoad, Colorado ¢ Is ordered that the Clerk deliver
a certified copy of this judgment
COMMITMENT and commitment to the V.S, Mar-
RECOMMEN- - e shal or other qualified officer.
DATION CERTIFIED AS A TRUE COPY ON
- v . . )
-_ ke THIS DATE
S/ TAMES O, ELLISON, °
IGNED BY
U.S. District Judge e e
Jamaes 0. Ellison { )CLERK
Date 7-18-80 1 { ) DEPUTY

L] W.S. Magistrate

N
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ird OPEN COURT

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT JUL 141980

Northern District of Oklahoma ' . . from—
Inele G Sikeer, Cleris S,
PICTDINT POIT gﬁg‘f
.‘";4‘ .
United States of America Criminal No. 00 CR-73

vs'

ROOSEVELT ADAJ‘*R JOSEPH JR.)

ORDER FOR DISMISSAL

Pursuant to Rule 48(a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal ‘

L.
Procedure and by leave of court endorsed hereon the United States A
vk
Attorney for the _ Northern District of ___ Oklahoma p—
hereby dismisses COUNTS I and II of the INDICTMENTgeinst ]
(indictment, information, complaint) 5
Roosevelt Adams Joseph Jr. defendant. ‘
[
%,
A"

.
it
-
“, .
Mgty e

Leave of court is granted for the filing of the foregoing dismissal.

States District Judge

Date:

FORM OBD-113 ;
DOJ

8-27-74

Lo

-

- B . - S.:"\s‘m
et [ PR [ S s ” T X : e
Wovw.‘ P P S . o 1 - ..L . - . M'“’ e arEa
b SN :‘; _’ o ._‘0.-‘ v ‘ 4!&.\’-. ;‘. &"w& . -‘V - 11:-‘ R N St




- ~ 1L E L
N OFPEN COURE
JUL 1 4 1980
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
Ingle €. Silver, Clerk

NORTHERN District of OKLAHOMA CRTRT CQUnT {:‘:L'
3
United States of America Criminal No. _ 80-CR-71
V. ;r
) %

MICHAEL E. McDANIEL

ORDER FOR DISMISSAL

Pursuant to Rule 48(a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal

FProcedure and by leave of court endorsed hereon the United States

K
Attorney for the Northern District of _Oklahoma —
hereby dismisses COUNTS I and IV of the INDICTMENT against 5
(indictment, informstion, complaint) |
§
MICHAEL E. McDANIEL defendant. L

o
o

!
AN 4

St

S

Leave of court is granted for the filing of the foregoing dismissal. .J;;

Unifed States District Judge

E
Date: §
]
¢

FORM OBD-113

DOJ

}05/ 8-27-74

. [
iy, &'f@— v.m\ v“f-ﬂ. q\fm«‘ n S - ST : . e
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, g
Plaintiff, g S
vs. e 70" =) E D
DONALD JAMES GLASS, ; )
Defendant, ) JUL 14 980 M/VW
Jack C. Sl Clop,
ORDER

U S DISTRIBT cauRy

This case is before the Court on its own motion for:
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. On April 12,
1979, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment

for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,

in Count I of the above-cited case., In addition to the term

- of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a three-year special parole
.term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term

may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846. Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated,

It is so Ordered this /44 day of _ July , 1980

S—

Chief Judge, U. s, District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ;
Plaintiff, g /
Vs, | g No. 76-CR-82 F l L E D
Kirby Dwight WALLACE
Defendant. ; JuL14 m 'I/‘/N/
. s Jack C. Silver, Cler..
ORDER U, S, DISTRICT rAit

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. On  August 20,
1976, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term

- of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a three year special parole

.term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846. Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment: is hereby vacated,

It is so Ordered this /§éz ¢ day of July , 1980

H. DALE Cbﬁé

Chief Judge, U. s. District Court

*



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff, ool
vs. No. 77-CR-37 “//1~_ bl Ll -
Danny Alex MACIAS

JUL 14280
Defendant. fm*’ 1
O RDER ’ S DIy enen

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. On June 10,
1977, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a special parole term of
life was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be Imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under
Section 846. Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

In Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this /O’Zq{ day of July , 1980 .

Cﬁief Judge, U.S. District Court



United States of America vs. ’ | United S tes Di Strict Coul‘t for

HAROLD G. MYeps b=t eanRald OF ORLAHOMA
DEFENDANT G. MYERS

JUDGMENT AND PROBATION/COMMITMENT ORDER  so.co i

In the presence of the attorney for the government MONTH DAY YEAR
the defendant appeared in person on this date P 7 10 80

COUNSEL L— 1 WITHOUT COUNSEL However the caurt advised defendant of right to counsel and asked whether defendant desired to
have counsel appointed by the court and the defendant thereupon waived assistance of counsel.

&_IwITHCOUNSEL. 1 John J. Jaoner, Ct. Apptd. J

(Neme of counsel}

&) GUILTY, and the court being satisfied that | NOLO CONTENDERE, ! NOT GUILTY

PLEA there is a factual basis for the piea, i
— L— 1 NOT GUILTY. Defendant is discharged
There being a finding RN of x
221 GUILTY.

Defendant has been convicted as charged of the offense(s) of having violated Title 18, uv.s.c.,
FINDING & Bections 2,495 & 1702 as charged in counts one, two and three of
JUDGMENT > the Indictment.

_—

\ The court asked whether defendant had anything to :ay why judgment should not be pronounced. Because no sufficient cause to the contrary
was shown, or appeared to the court, the court adjudged the defendant guilty as charged and convicted and ordered that: RAESETORIEM i s

Counts 1, 2,& 3 - The imposition of sentence is suspended and the
SENTENCE defendant is hereby placed on probation for a
oR > period of POUR (4) YEARS as to each count. The
PROBATION sentences imposed in counts 2 and 3 to rum con-
currently with count 1, pursuant to T. 18, u.s.C.,

RDER .
0 Section 5010(a), under the provisions of the
Youth Correction Aet, :
3PECIAL
CONDITIONS
OF A SPECIAL CONDITION of probation is that the defendant pay a PINE
PFOBATION | in the amount of $500.00 : payable as determined by the probation
[ office.
|
!
‘l ADDITIONAL
f CONDITIONS In addition to the special conditions of probation imposed above, it is hereby ordered that the general conditions of probation set out on the
l reverse side of this judgment be imposed. The Court may change the conditions of probation, reduce or extend the period of probation, and at
OF any time during the probation period or within a maximum probation period of five years permitted by law, may issue a warrant and revoke

PROBATION probation for a violation occurring during the probation period.

>The court orders commitment to the custody of the Attorney General and recommends, ]
It is ordered that the Clerk deliver

a certified copy of this judgment
s e
[ RECOMMEN. qualified officer.

DATION CERTIFIED AS A TRUE COPY ON

s, ‘*J
) THIS DATE

S*GNED BY ’
L) u.s. District Judge I By .
James O, Ellison { )CLERK
L___J U.S. Magistrate pate _7-1{~80 ] { }DEPUTY
o




United States of

DEFENDANT

R

United £ tes District Court or

America vs,

SEERYL ANN AHNTIONETTE CHANDIER

80~CR-52~-E

DOCKET NO. P |
JUDGMENT AND PROBATION/COMMITMENT ORDER

A0-245 [

In the presence of the attorney for the governmment
the defendant appeared in person on this date

MONTH

7

DAY

10

YEAR

30

-

COUNSEL L__} WITHOUT COUNSEL However the court advised defendant of right to counsel and asked whether defendant desires to
have counsel appointed by the court and the defendant thereupon waived assistance of counsel.
#_jwiTH counseL. L Robert W. Booth, Ct. Apptd. —— ]
(Name of counsel)
PLEA %1 GUILTY, and the court being satisfied that | NOLO CONTENDERE, 1 I NOT :GUILTY
there is a factual basis for the plea, o
— N L NOT GUILTY. Defendant is discharged
There being a finding/ M3 of
L& GUILTY.
Defendant has been convicied as charged of the offense(s) of hawing vieclated Title 18, U.S.C.,
FINDING & Section 656, as ed in the Indictment.
JUDGMENT
-
Y The court asked whether defendant had anything to say why judgment should not be promounced. Because no sufficient cause to the contrar
was shown or appeared to the court, the gourt ad]udged the defendam gunlty as charged and convicted and ordered that: m
The imposition of sentence is suspended and the defendant is hereby
SENTENCE placed on probation for a period of Three (3) Years pussusabktto
oR T. 18, U.5.C., Section SO{(l0{a), under the provision of the Youth
Correcticon Act.
PROBATION rre
ORDER
SPECIAL )
CONDITIONS A SPECIAL CONDITION of probation is that the defendant make
OF restitution in the amount of $200.00, pavable as determined
PROBATION by the probation office.
ADDITIONAL
CONDITIONS In addition to the special conditions of probation imposed above, it is hereby ordered that the generad eonditions of probation set out on the
reverse side of this judgment be imposed. The Court may change the conditions of probation, reduce of extend the period of probation, and at
OF any time during the probation period or within a maximum probation period of five vears permitted Wy jaw, may issue a warrant and revoke
PROBATION probation for a violation occurring during the prabation period.
>The court orders commitment to the custody ol the Attorney General and recommends,
1t is ordered that the Clerk deliver
a certified copy of this judgment
COMMITMENT and commitment to the U.S, Mar-
RECOMMEN- shal or other qualified officer.
DATION
CERTIFIED AS A TRUE COPY ON
THIS DATE
55?NED By ’
L2 J u.s. Distrl N O -
pisirict Judse James O, Fllison 7 cienK
LI U.S. Magistrate Date 7~10-80 ] { } DEPUTY




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT at 7 1980 (”)/
NORTHERN District of _OKLAHOMA oL St e ke

L. S, DISIRICE COuRT &

/ST

United States of America Criminel No. 80-CR-70-E g
‘ ;
VS, L
JOHNNY BUSH ) :’i":
—_
|
ORDER FOR DISMISSAL i
Pursuant to Rule 48(a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal L,
Procedure and by leave of court endorsed hereon the United States ;J;
Attorney for the _NOTthern District of __ Oklahomg —
i
hereby diemisses ¢ _COUNT I of the INDICTMENT against I
(indictment, information, complaint) {
Johnny Bush defendant. L-..
:;;s:.‘,'}
Lo

i

i
!

g

v
]

e T

e -
(2L g -

@ssistant_v'united States Attorn;é’f ?:»"""'

—
3
-
f.
i
.

Leave of court is granted for the filing of the foregoing dismissal. b wae
;bﬁ_n-_
e

States District Judge

mte: by 7 1752
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United States of Americavs. - United Sf ‘tes Distriet Court o
L NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

ke ey —r——— ——m ——— ot g— g i p—

DEFEKDANT

VIOLET DEAN 80-CR-68-E |

Sy DOCKET NO. P}

In the presence of the attorney for the government MONTH DAY YEAR
the defendant appeared in person on this date . P T 7 80

COUNSEL b d WITHOUT COUNSEL  However the “court advised defendant of right to counsel and asked whether defendant desired to
have counsel appointed by the court and the defendant thereupon waived assistance of counsel.

WITH COUNSEL L... _ _ Terry In Neltzer (Rﬂt&iﬁﬂ!) __________ 1

(Name of counsel)

=3

X GUILTY, and the court being satisfied that - L. INOLO CONTENDERE, 1____| NOT GUILTY
PLEA there is a factual basis for the plea,

L. NOT GUILTY. Defendant is discharged

There being a finding A0MatanT

X1 GUILTY.
Sbide el bk
BITLERT | P
FINDIR ! Mg B _ ' y o
“suitia Ynomanoiandwal 5 v b:momaup Y baw}nb
JUDEMENT. (e atésnwﬁm t Ednigin bus enonal yoiblds-ws] dliw vine a:5ia0an H{% JAR3INAY
w0 radiW) pilids 1oy 10 Jesd ot of Lww t sinobasqab Iegel oy nowgus bk neilsguase Wiwsl & 16 ¢hehogn Dwow (£) SWOITIGHGD
.faugnsrb dey a1 wiig eeid Yaean Dis sann fe 1waiTid mol dowgy eoy viion ow e ity h
: Jvsibo soilsdorg 3d) Yo solaieas tuodtie 12itzib isizibul a1 oveal ton B} o
uangbitsy b 238lg woy #l agnedy vRE o shuisibemni. woitto nolizdeny wey vivon (2) BGITASTET
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aﬁ! 3mwb sl yas 1s ek aoilrdewg Yo boieg s bnalza 10 sawba Lphitadiorg 1o cpsidbaod MU sgnsds wgn Nued Wl :
gt DEVAW & Ml e wsl yd Dedfiavesg nsav 2 Yo boiver- Makiduing favmbain adt nidie w0 ol noitadey
- Lbediiagoaeitsdong snd aeiied Beitiuoeo noiltslcl § 1ol noitsdoag

C Ty Fhe court asked whether-defendant md anything to say why judgment should not. be.promouniced. Because no sufficient cause to-the contrary
-1 was shown, or :weared o the mrt, the court ﬁmd;ed the: defondant gulity as charged and- eonvlcudmd nﬂleud'that: w.

k] A A ] i :.',4r~-.‘, ..4,.&;.»,,,.4.».,—",:u,.b;._,{»_,am,_x

#% m mntm * any sentense of mrimt is uunpmded
efendant is plased on prebétion fer a period of ene year from
this date. Defendant iz ordered %0 pay a fine in the sum of 3$150.00.

SENTENCE
mo:mu P The impesitien of any sentense of imprisonment is
onpen  |suspended and defendant is placed en pnhatim for a period eof one
year tm this date. The wcbat&m Ceunt II te run ommmw

|in the sum of $100.00.
i 1ewallel eg saamtimmal:bas tnemgbul aidliw sds betugaxs avsd |
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nﬁ:aﬂats{maﬁ%aﬂ;}
o et s Y povei 4980 sM
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BOHB?TIGIS 'iu additkm to the special conditions 6F prohaﬁ?n ? : b0 Feroby ordered That t p obatlon set out on the
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The court orders commitment to the custody of the Attorney General and recommends, -
: It is ordered that the Clerk deliver
a certified copy of this judgment
OMMI T and commitment to-the U.S. Mar-
cﬂiﬂﬁg::-". ot ZEVEY Y Ytk ) ' ) shal or other qualified officer,
DATION CERTIFIED AS A TRUE COPY ON
= o ., " .
S L THIS DATE
SIGNED BY ’
i) U.S. District Judge P—ey gl : oy ——— e
Sl - ( ) CLERK
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT , ‘
Jut 1980
NORTHERN District of __OKLAHOMA T o
Jack ©. Siver, Clors %
U. S. DISTRICT COURT .
United States of America Criminel No., 80-CR-53-E
VS, .
ANTHONY B. SHATOS S
ORDER FOR DISMISSAL
Pursuant to Rule 48(a) of the Federal Rules of Criminal L
Procedure and by leave of court endorsed hereon the United States : ,:-
+ : N“ -
Attorney for the _ Northern District of Oklahoma po——
hereby dismisses COUNT I § COUNT IITI of the INDICTMENT against ‘.
(indictment, information, complaint) ;
ANTHONY B. SHATOS defendant.
| TSR
LT
el
-
i
?*n‘
l*.v-v',‘-!
i
;
ASat. United States ey
_
Leave of court is granted for the filing of the foregoing dismissal. ‘#,js_
&
1
Unitegd States District Judge ;
Date: June 4th , 1980 |
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

e

No. 79-03-11&-0‘/
i —
L E B

Sramiy

i 7 1980 %»NV

~pl, .
Jeck o Sl Piag

: erk
4 S DisThiCT CaURTY

This case is before the Court on its own motion for

VSe Jimmy Dewayne BLACK

Defendant.

ORDER -"

correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35

of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procééure. On November 16,
1979, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment

for a.violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term

- of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a Thrég%ear special parole
;term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the

United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this 57?51 day of July » 1980 .
-

A,

. DALE C
Chief Judge, U. S. District Court
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

VS. Robert BREWER No. 78_cR-128-03-C /

FILER
ORDER d E ! 71980 L

R T S L L NI N N L

Defendant,

ek 0 ogie, Clerh
This case is before the Court on its own motion foxl §, Uhlﬂ&TL)}}}

correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule. 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. On April 23,
1979, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case, In addition to the term
of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a Fiv£5)year special parole
;term was lmposed upoh the defendant, On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term

may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, 1t is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this ?72:f day of

July , 1980 ,

ﬁ. D%LE Eooﬁ

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ;
Plaintiff, ) ,
) /
Vs. John Hubert THOMPSON g No., 77-CR=-42
; TitEy
Defendant, ) "
- g rgeow
ORD E R Y sy
. .ina”ﬁ&ngURT
This case is before the Court on its own motion for

correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35

of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. On June 10,

1977» the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment

for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,

in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term

- of imprisonment imposed in Count I, aTen(lo&ear special parole
{term was lmposed upon the defendant, On June 16, 1980, the

United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term

may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated,

It is so Ordered this 77[§ day of

July s 1980 .,

ﬂ-:&&#@%}
. DALE COQ

Chief Judge, U, s. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

VS. (Carlett Frenchell JONES

No. 77-cr-b2” & L D

M7 1950 QM

1aqt n

.." ] —L(( r r\
N L r;
ORDER AN DINL.; Cq”%T

Nt Nt Nt St et N e N S

Defendant.

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. On  June 21,
1977» the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
- of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a si£6) Year special parole
Jterm was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special Parcle term

may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reasom, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated,

It is so Ordered this ;7 day of July » 1980

%M,U

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
~ NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ;
Plaintiff, ) ’
) /
Vs, ; No. 77-CR-42-13"
Mae Lillian Brown ;
Defendant, )
ORDER TR

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procéﬁure. On June 24,
1977» the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. 1In addition to the term

- of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a five year special parole

-term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v, United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this 77'2 5 day of  July , 1980

ﬁ. DéLE C%ﬁ;

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

No. 77-CR~42V//

i~ L

é '
[ A
o,

VS.

TONY LEE MAXWELL,

Defendant.
ORDER

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proceéure. On  June 24,
1977, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case, In addition to the term
of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a five-year special parole
zterm was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this ;7 day of July , 1980

Chief Judge, U, S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )
Plaintiff, ; ’
) =
vs. Moo 7rreaz-r” U f g
EARL WATSON, ; »
Defendant, ) ’ 7 "980 W
R ',.rs_ 5 o,
' i RN o )
ORDER ’ RAEENE N

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proceéure. On June 24,
1977, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case, In addition to ﬁhe term
. of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a five-year special parole
:term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this ;7L’{ day of _ July , 1980
LY

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ;
Plaintiff, )
)
V8.  Joyce Louise MACIAS g No. 77-cr-37
; i~ - k= )
Defendant, ) . .
: g S 71980
QRDER U S
Jo 8. BISIKIET coupy

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proceﬁure. On June 10,
1977» the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,

in Count I of the above-cited case,. In addition to the term

)

Year special parole

of imprisonment imposed in Count I, 339veg

“term was lmposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term |
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980) .

For the foregoing reasom, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated,

A
It is so Ordered this 7 day of yilv » 1980

« DALE' COO -
Chief Judge, U. S. District Court



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, g .
Plaintiff, )
) .
VS« Charles Etta SAULTERS ; No. 77-Ccr-37 ~ | - .
Defendant, ) @Q ol 7 1o
- g C’" Eu, ,
.O_-B'-—D—.E__B. o ‘5 U[Qi{ ([ _'”'.‘:

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. On June 10,
1977 , the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case., In addition to the term
. of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a (Peﬁlo¥year special parole
;term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reasom, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment: is hereby vacated,

It is so Ordered this ?;7:€ day of 11y » 198

i DfLE‘ !gc%ﬁ;z“z‘é‘

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
VS, John Hubert THOMPSON

Nt Nt gt Nt Nt st st " s
/
(=]
\]
Iy
P!
d
1
L)
2

Defendant.
ORDER

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proceaure. On June 10,
1977, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a Teglo)year special parole
:term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term

may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980). |

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this ;7 E day of July » 1980

H, 6§LE Céﬁ;

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )
Plaintiff, g \\\\\\
VS, 2 No. “77-CR-24
JOHN WAYNE DAVIS, ; PL Zob
Defendant, ) = Jiit 7 1980
ORDER k e Sl e
— U S Disizgy ¢y =

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proce&ure. On May 26,
1977, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a three-year special parole
:térm was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v, United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this ;71'{ day of July , 1980 .,

. D C0o0
Chief Judge, U. S, District Court



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

\ L E D
No. *76-CR-98

A3‘ J 51080

v @

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
vs. Gary Wiyne THOMAS

r
lrel,

"
rl

HoS pisomer (g

theay f"tnr]l
T I

Defendant.
ORDER !

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
?of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proceéure. On November 3,
1976, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
~ of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a Six (6}ear special parole
:term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term

may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this F;Z}: day of July ,» 1980 .

d. Dé%ﬁ C%GK

Chief Judge, U, S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ;
Plaintiff, ) |
) /
va. ; No.. 76-CR-98
MICHAEL STEPHEN WEDEL, ; ;o
Defendant. ) ~ A i
. ! [-“’;,! -
ORDER | R

f’.‘." r oS
This case is before the Court on its own motion for

correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35

of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proceéure. On November 3,
1976, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment

for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a six-year special parole
1term was imposed upon the defendant, On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980) .

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this ?It day of July  , 1980 .

. D C
Chief Judge, U. S. District Court



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )
Plaintiff, g ,
VSe  Ray Lee CECIL ; No. 76-CR-98’/ | L. = I»;
; i 7 1980 I
Defendant. ) e
. IR T
ORDER : U S distiig '(}Qdf;y

This case is before the Court on its own motion for

correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35

of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. On November 3,
1976 » the defendant was sentenced to a8 term of imprisonment

for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,

in Count I of the above-cited case, In addition to the term

~ of imprisonment imposed in Count I, aTeSlo)year special parole
“term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term

may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No, 79-5010 (June 1o,
1980).

For the foregoing Teason, it is therefore ordéred that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this 7:Z1 day of Julv y 1980 .

H, DéLE CSSE

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

)
Plaintiff, ; ‘
) . / 1y ey
Vs, g No. 76-CR-98 ~or g .
RANDY LEON MANZER, ; "R
Defendant, ) v ?F0%7ﬂﬂ*/
ORDER B

This case is before the Court om its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proceéure. On November 3,
1976, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case., In addition to the term
- of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a six- year special parole
:term‘was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term

may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v, United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980) .

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this [/ day of  July ,» 198 0

.
« D CO0
Chief Judge, U, S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )
Plaintiff, ; i~ g
. ) f. ,'f:':’
VSe Patrick Dean SHAW ; No. T76-CR-53
iy .
J 7 190
f. .
Defendant. ) ,f”j?f(cfﬁ )
. ) {'}f.;‘lh . f" ]
! ¢ {'1,’-"-1-.
ORDER ’ s

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
coxrrection of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proce&ure, On July 23,
1976, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a Thre£3;ear special parole
:term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term

may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v, United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this ?' E day of _ Julvy y, 1980 .

W._%Mw{)

Chief Judge, U. S, District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

)
Plaintiff, ;
) .,/
VS. Gary Dewayne PAGE ; No.  77-CR-24 B
; 'L E
Defgndant. ) J“"'O'QCJ ;&wt
ORDER " SCh L Sitay my

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proceéure. On June 10,
1977, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a Fougu)year special parole
:term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980) .

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this =g“~{ day of July » 1980 .

m%é_@geé._/ﬁmi)_

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

)
Plaintiff, %
VS. Robert David HENDERSON g No. 78.CR-128-C F L E .
Defendant. ) JH?..Q;QED Jv
ORDER ! Jeck €. Sitoy

U S DlaTRl(,T COUQT

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proceéure. On aApril 3,
1979, the defehdant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a Ten(logear special parole
:term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v, United States, No.b79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this _ Z_ day of __ July , 1980 .

oo le LA

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ;
Plaintiff, ;
VS. Larry Vaughn COWAN g No. 76-CR-82 F L g
Defendant, ) J“'-Q}QED,LM”’
ORDER ; Jck C. Sitay Clork

U.S. DisThicT COuRY

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proceéure. On Apgust 27,
1976 , the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
~ of imprisonment imposed in Count I, apbur(u§ear special parole
tterm was lmposed upon the defendant. Oa June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under
Section 846. Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reasom, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

It is so Ordered this JZTJZ day of _ July , 1980 .

f, Dﬁé% C%;é

Chief Judge, U. S, District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ;
Plaintiff, g v///
V8. TFred Ray HANSEN ; No. 76-CRrR-82 F I L
Defendant, ) di -7 1960 ﬁvvw/
ORDER ' ek ¢ sipen

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proceéure. On December 21,
1976, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
. of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a Thre£3}ear special parole
:term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846. Bifulco v. United States, No., 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated,

It is so Ordered this A;:TQ day of

July » 1980 .

H. DALE Céﬁ;

Chief Judge, U. S, District Court



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ;
Plaintiff, ; /
VS. (Claude Junior COATS g No. 76-CR-82 F ] L E D
Defendant. ) J”f“QTQED,%ﬁf
=, ek & Sty oy
ORDER U, 8. Dlomle GOUHT

This case is before the Court on its own motion for

correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35

of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proce&ure. On August 20,

1978 the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment

for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
of imprisonment imposed in Count I, a Threg3}ear special parole
:term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v. United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980).

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parole term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated,

It is so Ordered this 2 day of _ July , 1980 .

W_

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court




IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,

V8« Darlene Ray FOSTER

No. 76-03-53/F ILEpD

A - 10;:0 M

4 J(_.Ck ! "P f'l r‘a
ORDER | U s DHTPw LAy

Defendant,

This case is before the Court on its own motion for
correction of the defendant's sentence pursuant to Rule 35
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proce&ure. On  July 23,
1976, the defendant was sentenced to a term of imprisonment
for a violation of Title 21, United States Code, Section 846,
in Count I of the above-cited case. In addition to the term
~"of imprisonment imposed in Count I, aThre( )year special parole
:term was imposed upon the defendant. On June 16, 1980, the
United States Supreme Court held that a special parole term
may not be imposed for a narcotics conspiracy violation under

Section 846, Bifulco v, United States, No. 79-5010 (June 16,
1980),

For the foregoing reason, it is therefore ordered that
the special parcle term heretofore imposed upon the defendant

in Count I of the Indictment is hereby vacated.

, 1980 .

I D,

Chief Judge, U. S. District Court

It is so Ordered this jlf‘g day of  July




United States of America vs.

DEFENDANT

United S tes Districet Court o

RAYMOND B. HUSELTON, JR.

DOCKET NO. o | 80~CR~-536~F

L o o — 1

COUNSEL

PLEA

YEAR

80

DAY

1

MONTH

7

In the presence of the attorney for the governmant
the defendant appearcd in person on this date

 —

However the ccurt advised defendant of right to counsel and asked whether defendant desired to
have counsel appointed by the court and the defendant thereupon waived assistance of counsel.

L] WITHOUT COUNSEL

X | WITH COUNSEL  L_

X | GUILTY, and the court being satisfied that L___INOLO CONTENDERE, (I NOT GUILTY

there is a factual basis for the plea,

L3 NOT GUILTY. Defendant is discharged

There being a finding/ WKt of X
L& ) GUILTY.
Defendant has been convicted as charged of the offense(s) of having violated Title 18, U.8.C.,
FnDiNGs | Section €41 & 2, as charged in Count two of the Indictment.
JUDGMENT
\ The court asked whether defendant had anything to say why judgment should not be promounced. Because no sufficient cause to the contrary
was shown, or appeared to the court, the court adjudged the defendant guilty as charged and convicted and ordered that: The defendant is
hereby committed to the custody of the Attorney General or his authorized representative for imprisonment for a period of
Count 2 - ONE (1) YEAR,
SENTENCE
oR . i
PROBATION [
ORDER
L
TR S
}GE"“ e i
o el TR, Ll
SPECIAL t], & Lo i
CONDITIONS
OF
PROBATION
ADDITIONAL
CONDITIONS tn addition to the special conditions of prabation imposed above, it is hereby ordered that the general eonditions of probation set out on the
reverse side of this judgment be imposed. The Court may change the conditions of probation, reduce of extend the period of probation, and at
OF any time during the probation period or within a maximum probation period of five years permitted Wy law, may issue a warrant and revoke
PROBATION probation for a violation occurring during the probation period,
>The court orders commitment to the custody of the Attorney General and recommends,
1t is ordered that the Clerk deliver
a certified copy of this judgment
COMMITMENT and commitment to the U.S. Mar-
RECOMMEN- shal or other gualified officer.
DATION
CERTIFIED AS A TRUE COPY ON
-/
THIS DATE
NED BY }
L] U.S. District Judge TJamss 0. Ellimow N R - " —— = r=aial
Date 7-1-~80 ] { ) DEPUTY

L.. ] U.S. Magistrate

ho




R T

) o [ - ’ . L]
United States of America-vs. Unlted S tes Distriet Court for
| (NORTEERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA |
DEFENDANT ANTHONY B. SHATOS
o A BOCKET NO. P | 80-CR-53-F i

[n the presence of the attorney for the government MONTH DAY YEAR

the defendant appeared in person on this date P 7 1 80

COUNSEL L. WITHOUT COUNSEL However the court advised defendant of right to counsel and asked whether defendant desired to
have counsel appointed by the court and the defendant thereupon waived assistance of counsel.

¥ JwiTHcounseL | Reobert Perugino, Retained ===~ ]

(Name of counsel}

LE | GUILTY, and the court being satisfied that L I|NOLO CONTENDERE, 1 | NOT GUILTY
PLEA there is a factual basis for the plea,

N L) NOT GUILTY. Defendant is discharged

There being a findingSNMXt of
LX 4 GUILTY.

Defendant has been convicted as charged of the offense(s) of having violated ﬂtl@ 18, U.8.C.,
FINDING & Section 472, as charged in Counts two and four of the Indictnent.
.

JUDGMENT

\ The court asked whether defendant had anything to say why judgment should not be promounced. Because no sufficlent cause to the contrary
was shown, or appeared to the court, the court adjudged the defendant guilty as charged and convicted and ordered that: The defendant is
hereby committed to the custody of the Attorney General or his authorized representative for imprisonment folSRERISK

Observation and study at an appropriate classification center or

agency, the results of such study to be furnished the Court within

SENTENCE 60 days, pursuant to the Federal Youth Correction Act, as provided
OR > §n o, 18, U.S.C., Sec. 5010(e).

PROBATION
ORDER
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that execution of sentence is stayed
until July 2, 1980, 9:00 A.M., at which time the deferdabt ... -
is to present himself to the U.S. Marshal, ‘ '
SPECIAL ui; - ) gnon
CONDITIONS I
OF C e o L
PROBATION brog Do ’
5 pibituul -
ADDITIONAL
CONDITIONS In addition to the special conditions of probation imposed above, it is hereby ordered that the generad esnditions of probation set out on the
reverse side. of this judgment be imposed. The Court may change the conditions of probation, reduce or extend the period of probation, and at
OF any time during the probation period or within a maximum probation period of five years permitted by law, may issue a warrant and revoke

PROBATION probation for a viodation occurring durjpg the probation period.

>The court orders commitment to the custody of the Attorney General and recommends,

placmggt in the D. S. Medical Center for It is ordered that the Clerk deliver
rederal Prisoners, Springfield, MO. a certified copy of this judgment
COMMITMENT ' and commitment to the U.S. Mar-
HRECOMMEN- shal or other qualified officer,
DATION
CERTIFIED AS A TRUE COPY ON
-— 7
THIS DATE
Slx‘GNED BY ’
L= u.s. District Judge Temes 021} J ey .
g - Teon { ) CLERK
L1 W.5. Magistrate Date 7-1-~-80 ] { ) DEPUTY

ho




